ioo                   Mahabharata: A Criticism.
It is plain from Chapter 95 that there was a Janmejaya
but not a Parikshita Janmejaya among the ancestors
of the Pandavas. It is possible to reply that Parikshita
may have had, besides Bhimasena, other sons, one of
whom may have been Janmejaya. This supposition, it
may further be urged, is strengthened by the fact that in
Chapter 150 of the Shantiparva Bhishma relates to
Yudhishthira how Janmejaya Parikshita was purified
from the sin of Brahmahatya by the help of Indrota
Devapi Shaunaka. The Janmejaya Parikshita therein
mentioned must necessarily have been an ancestor of
both Bhishma and Yudhishthira. It seems, however,
that this chapter has also been added subsequently by
Sauti in order to,collate the Vedic legend given yi the
Shatapatha Brahmana and in consequence of this addi-
tion he had to make some alterations in the genealogy
as given in Chapter 94. For Janmejaya is pre-
sumably the eldest of all the brothers in this chapter
as well as in Vedic legend, while in Chapter 95, if
Bhimasena had any brother by name Janmejaya, he
must be supposed to have been a younger brother, as
Bhimasena would not otherwise have been the repre-
sentative of the family of Parikshita. Recurrence of
names is met with in all genealogies, whether ancient or
modern, Eastern-or European. The device adopted in
modern histories to distinguish kings bearing the same
name is to add their number. We distinguish kings of
England as Edward I or Edward II or the Emperors
of Dehli as Akabar I or Akabar II. The device
adopted in the Vedic Literature appears to have been
to add the name of the father or the mother. The